REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 20 and 21 are pending in the present application. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, and 8 
were amended; and claims 3, 6, 7 and 9-19 were canceled. Dependent claims 20 and 21 were added. 
Support for the claim amendments and the newly added claims can be found in the specification at page 
7, lines 12-26, and page 14, lines 19-25. No new matter has been added by any of the amendments to the 
claims or by newly added claims 20 and 21. Reconsideration of the claims is respectfully requested in 
view of the above amendments and the following comments. 

In this Amendment, Applicants have amended claims 1, 2, 4, 5, and 8, and canceled claims 3, 6, 7 
and 9-19 from further consideration in this application. Applicants are not conceding that the subject 
matter encompassed by claims 1, 2, 4, 5 and 8-19 as presented prior to this Amendment is not patentable 
over the art cited by the Examiner. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, and 8 were amended and claims 3, 6, 7 and 9-19 
were canceled in this Amendment solely to facilitate expeditious prosecution of the remaining claims. 
Applicants respectfully reserve the right to pursue additional claims, including the subject matter 
encompassed by claims 1, 2, 4, 5 and 8-19, as presented prior to this Amendment in one or more 
continuing applications. 

I. 35 U.S.C. § 102, Anticipation (Claims 1-19). 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-19 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a/e) as being anticipated by Smith 
et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,578,078 (hereinafter "Smith"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 
In rejecting the claims, the Examiner states with respect to claim 1: 

As to claim 1, Smith discloses a method of processing a URL request containing 
a URL for an intended URL document (Col. 1 1, In. 57-61), the method comprising: 

retrieving fingerprint information relating to the URL request, wherein a 
retrieved fingerprint information is obtained (Fig. 4, especially items 52, 54, and 56; Col. 
16, In. 5-16; back link information corresponds to fingerprint information); 

identifying that the intended URL document is not the current document located 
at the URL (Col. 8, In. 48-59); 

locating current fingerprint information which matches the retrieved fingerprint 
information and has a corresponding URL document (Abstract, In. 1-9; Col. 16, In. 5-16); 
and returning the corresponding URL document in answer to the URL request (Fig. 4, 
especially items 52,54, and 60; Abstract, In. 1-9; Col. 16, In. 5-16). 

Final Office Action dated May 15, 2008, pp. 4-5. 



Page 4 of 9 
Beynon et al. - 10/677,655 



Amended claim 1 is as follows: 



1 . A computer implemented method for processing a document request, the 
computer implemented method comprising: 

requesting a document, wherein the request contains a URL (uniform resource 
locator) address for locating the document; 

responsive to the URL address not having the requested document, retrieving 
fingerprint information from a fingerprint database to form retrieved fingerprint 
information, wherein the retrieved fingerprint information comprises a representation of a 
content of the requested document; 

locating current fingerprint information in the fingerprint database which 
matches the retrieved fingerprint information, wherein the current fingerprint 
information comprises a representation of a content of a corresponding document which 
corresponds to the requested document and has a corresponding URL address; and 

returning the corresponding URL document from the corresponding URL address 
in response to the request 

A prior art reference anticipates the claimed invention under 35 U.S.C. § 102 only if every element 
of a claimed invention is identically shown in that single reference, arranged as they are in the claims. In re 
Bond, 910 F.2d 831, 832, 15 U.S.RQ.2d 1566, 1567 (Fed. Cir. 1990). All limitations of the claimed 
invention must be considered when determining patentability. In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 1582, 32 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1031, 1034 (Fed. Cir. 1994). Anticipation focuses on whether a claim reads on the product or 
process a prior art reference discloses, not on what the reference broadly teaches. Kalman v. Kimberly-Clark 
Corp., 713 F.2d 760, 218 U.S.P.Q. 781 (Fed. Cir. 1983). In this case, each and every feature of the presently 
claimed invention is not identically shown in Smith, arranged as they are in the claims, and, accordingly, 
Smith does not anticipate the claims. With respect to claim 1 , for example, Smith does not disclose or 
suggest "responsive to the URL address not having the requested document, retrieving fingerprint 
information from a fingerprint database to form retrieved fingerprint information, wherein the retrieved 
fingerprint information comprises a representation of a content of the requested document", or "locating 
current fingerprint information in the fingerprint database which matches the retrieved fingerprint 
information, wherein the current fingerprint information comprises a representation of a content of a 
corresponding document which corresponds to the requested document and has a corresponding URL 
address." 

The present invention generally relates to a mechanism for processing a document request. 
According to the invention, when a document is requested using a URL address, and the document is not 
located at the URL address, for example, because the document has been moved or replaced, fingerprint 
information that comprises a representation of a content of the requested document is retrieved from a 
fingerprint database and is used to locate current fingerprint information that represents a content of a 
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document that corresponds to the requested document. The corresponding document is then returned from 
a corresponding URL address in response to the request. 

Smith is directed to a mechanism for maintaining the integrity of uniform resource locator (URL) 
references within web sites when changes occur in the locations where resources referenced by URLs are 
stored. Smith provides a Referential Preservation Engine (RPE) that maintains a database in which the 
location of web site documents and reference information are stored, and updates various URL hyperlink 
references contained in the web pages on the site so that users can locate documents that have been 
moved to new storage locations. The RPE can update links to external web sites by communicating with 
an RPE running on each external site. The RPE on the external site keeps track of the movement of linked 
documents on the sites and passes information pertaining to the new locations of the linked documents to 
the local site, whereupon the links on the local web site pages are updated to reflect the new storage 
locations. 

Smith does not, however, disclose or suggest the features of "responsive to the URL address not 
having the requested document, retrieving fingerprint information from a fingerprint database to form 
retrieved fingerprint information, wherein the retrieved fingerprint information comprises a representation 
of a content of the requested document ." or "locating current fingerprint information in the fingerprint 
database which matches the retrieved fingerprint information, wherein the current fingerprint information 
comprises a representation of a content of a corresponding document which corresponds to the requested 
document and has a corresponding URL address" as recited in amended claim 1 . 

Applicants address each claim feature in turn. 

I.A. Smith does not teach or suggest "responsive to the URL address not having the requested 
document, retrieving fingerprint information from a fingerprint database to form retrieved fingerprint 
information, wherein the retrieved fingerprint information comprises a representation of a content of 
the requested document." 

In the Final Office Action dated May 15, 2008, The Examiner asserts that the "back link 
information" of Smith corresponds to "fingerprint information" as claimed. The Examiner further asserted 
that Applicants arguments that Smith does not teach retrieving fingerprint information was not reflected 
by the language of the claims (Final Office Action dated May 15, 2008, page 2). 

By the present Amendment, claim 1 has been amended to now clearly recite that the fingerprint 
information is retrieved from a fingerprint database and comprises " a representation of a content of the 
requested document." This language clearly distinguishes the fingerprint information of claim 1 from the 
back link information disclosed in Smith. 
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In rejecting claim 1, the Examiner cites to Figure 4, especially steps 52, 54 and 56; and to col. 16 
lines 5-16 of Smith, which are reproduced for the convenience of the Examiner: 

". . .Each web document has an associated contextual information file that is 
stored in a "_vti_cnf" subfolder that shares the same folder or subfolder as the 
document. For instance, in the foregoing example, there is a _vti_cnf subfolder 
stored within the same folder as main.htm and linked.htm. The contextual 
information file comprises a set of "meta-data" that include parameters relating 
to the resource, such as the last time the resource was modified, the author's 
name, the size of the resource, etc., and back link information so that 
hyperlinks in referring documents can be updated to map to the new location 
for a moved document." 




Smith teaches use of descriptive information, such as location information found in hyperlinks of 
a contextual information file. The back links described in Smith are references that relate an instant web 
document to other documents or resources that reference the instant web document. The back links in 
Smith provide information relating to where the instant web document is referenced by other documents 
or resources. However, the back links in Smith do not provide information on the content of the instant 
web document. Claim 1 as amended recites that the fingerprint information is retrieved from a fingerprint 
database and comprises " a representation of a content of the requested document." The back links in 
Smith are not a representation of content of a requested document and are not equivalent to the fingerprint 
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information as recited in amended claim 1. Smith, therefore, does not disclose or suggest "responsive to 
the URL address not having the requested document, retrieving fingerprint information from a fingerprint 
database to form retrieved fingerprint information, wherein the retrieved fingerprint information 
comprises a representation of a content of the requested document. Accordingly, Smith does not anticipate 
amended claim 1 for this reason. 

I.B. Smith does not teach or suggest "locating current fingerprint information in the fingerprint 
database which matches the retrieved fingerprint information, wherein the current fingerprint 
information comprises a representation of a content of a corresponding document which corresponds 
to the requested document and has a corresponding URL address." 

As described above, the back links in Smith are not the same as the "fingerprint information" as 
now recited in claim 1 . For similar reasons as discussed above, Smith also does not disclose or suggest 
locating current fingerprint information wherein the current fingerprint information comprises a 
representation of a content of a corresponding document which corresponds to the requested document 
and has a corresponding URL address. Therefore, Smith also does not disclose or suggest "locating 
current fingerprint information in the fingerprint database which matches the retrieved fingerprint 
information, wherein the current fingerprint information comprises a representation of a content of a 
corresponding document which corresponds to the requested document and has a corresponding URL 
address" as recited in claim 1 , and does not anticipate claim 1 for this reason as well. 

For at least all the above reasons, claim 1 is not anticipated by Smith and patentably distinguishes 
over Smith in its present form. 

Claims 2, 4, 5, 8, 20 and 21 depend from and further restrict claim 1, and are also not anticipated 
by Smith, at least by virtue of their dependency. In addition, these claims recite additional features which 
are not disclosed or suggested by Smith. For example, new claims 20 and 21 are as follows: 

20. A computer implemented method as in claim 1, wherein the retrieved fingerprint 
information comprises a numerical representation of the content of the requested document, and 
the current fingerprint information comprises a numerical representation of the content of the 
corresponding document. 

21 . A computer implemented method as in claim 20, wherein the numerical representation 
of the content of the retrieved document and the numerical representation of the content of the 
corresponding document each comprises a numerical value in multidimensional contact space. 

Smith does not disclose or suggest fingerprint information as recited in independent claim 1 , and 
also does not disclose or suggest that "the retrieved fingerprint information comprises a numerical 
representation of the content of the requested document" or that "the current fingerprint information 
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comprises a numerical representation of the content of the corresponding document" as recited in claim 
20. Smith also does not disclose or suggest that the numerical representations "each comprises a 
numerical value in multidimensional contact space " as recited in claim 21. 

Therefore, Smith does not anticipate claims 20 and 21, and claims 20 and 21 patentably 
distinguish over Smith in their own right as well as by virtue of their dependency. . 

Claims 3, 6, 7 and 9-19 have been canceled. Therefore, the rejection with respect to 
those claims is now moot. 

Therefore, the rejection of claims 1-19 under 35 U.S.C. § 102 has been overcome. 

II. Conclusion 

It is respectfully urged that the subject application is patentable over the cited reference and is 
now in condition for allowance, and it is respectfully requested that the Examiner so find and issue a 
Notice of Allowance in due course. 

The Examiner is invited to call the undersigned at the below-listed telephone number if in the 
opinion of the Examiner such a telephone conference would expedite or aid the prosecution and 
examination of this application. 

DATE: August 14, 2008 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Gerald H. Glanzman/ 

Gerald H. Glanzman 
Reg. No. 25,035 
Yee & Associates, P.C. 
P.O. Box 802333 
Dallas, TX 75380 
(972) 385-8777 
Attorney for Applicants 

GHG/ma 
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